
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world byJSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.istor.org/participate-istor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



VI.— "A SYNTACTICIAN AMONG THE 
PSYCHOLOGISTS ". 

PREFATORY. 

In a recent lecture on matters and things in general and myself in particu- 
lar (see the N. Y. Nation, Nov. l8, 1909), I had something to say in vindica- 
tion of the grammarian's craft and wound up with the words, " I myself have 
proved to my own satisfaction that the personal accountability for belief about 
which we hear so much nowadays is taught by a Greek negative, and that 
Schopenhauer's system lies implicit in the only true doctrine of the Greek 
accusative" (Hellas and Hespcria, p. 16). From inquiries that have been made, 
I judge that by some of those who are not familiar with my lucubrations this 
sentence has been set down as one of my Delphic deliverances, and as I am 
somewhat sensitive as to the charge of obscurity (A. J. P. XXVII 200) I have 
availed myself of a little gap in the make-up of the present number of the 
Journal to reproduce, with the kind permission of the editor, a brief article, 
which appeared some five years ago in the Journal of Philosophy, Psychology 
and Scientific Methods (Feb. 16, 1905). So far as I know, the psychologists have 
not bestowed the least notice on the strange bird that had been enticed into 
their aviary, and as this is the only article of a syntactical character I have 
published outside the confines of the Journal since the foundation of it, I 
venture to reprint it here for the convenience of those who like myself 
seldom stray into the domain of the professed psychologists, — professed psychol- 
ogists, for amateur psychologists are we all. To eliminate everything that h as 
been discussed in the Journal would be to rewrite the article, which is dis- 
tinctly not worth all that trouble, but it is hoped that the effort to bring 
grammatical theories to the knowledge of non-grammarians may be of interest 
to grammarians themselves. B. L. G. 

Syntax has passed, they tell us on every hand, out of the logical 
into the psychological stage. Why not psychical stage ? The 
logical sting is in the tail of the word. Ratiocination returns to 
plague us after all. And what is the whole movement, psychical 
or psychological, but a reversion to ApoUonios Dyskolos with 
his definition of the moods as ^ux""*' S^adttrtK ? If the moods are 
^ffvx^Ka\ 8ta6<(rtit, why is not every utterance modal? Why does 
not every utterance denote a state of the soul? A universal 
psychology would be a universal syntax. But language is largely 
used in determining psychological processes and there is ever 
before the student the danger of the dreaded circle. The circle 
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is explicable, but inevitable for all that. Small comfort to him 
who perishes in the snow of metaphysics. Apollonios Dyskolos, 
I repeat, the most considerable of Greek syntacticians, was a 
psychologist, and your mere grammarian is apt to consider him 
supersubtle. Take his theory of the senses. According to him, 
the sense of sight is the king sense. The verbs of sight are 
active and so take the accusative. Sight is under the control of 
the will. You can shut your eyes. You can not so effectually 
stop your ears. The other senses are passive and so take the 
genitive. And yet they are not purely passive. Greek has an- 
other construction for the purely passive, and we must recognize 
a certain going forth of these senses towards the object, a certain 
reciprocity, as we might say. Clearly so in the three lower 
senses; touch, taste and smell are reciprocal. We have then 
two classes sharply distinguished: sight, on the one hand; touch, 
taste and smell, on the other. Between the two lies hearing with 
its active and its passive constructions — accusative and genitive. 
The same principle has a wider application, thinks Apollonios: 
epati, passionate love, takes the passive construction, like touch, 
taste, smell ; (fnXdy, appropriating love, selective love, takes the 
active construction. In Latin, amare and diligere may be 
psychologically distinct, but they are not syntactically distinct. 
And somehow "Epwr awVart fiaxav Seems to be specifically Greek ; 
whereas mille modts. Amor, ignorandu's,procul abkibendu's atque 
abstandu's, even if translated from the Greek, is Roman to the 
core. We are not so badly off in English. 'To love' is ^tXciv ; 
' to be in love with ', ' to be enamored of ' is ipav. 

I have often wished that some modern psychologist would 
study Apollonios and not leave him wholly to the mercy of 
grammarians — as crabbed as he and not so penetrating. Mean- 
while, such interpretations of syntactical phenomena as those 
just cited, have a special interest for those whose great desire is to 
understand the Greek mind, to take the Greek point of view. 
I, for one, am less concerned about the scientific resolution of a 
mixed case into its elements than about the composite photograph 
that the mixed case made on the Greek sensorium; and though 
Greek syntax fell early into the hands of the philosophical schools, 
notably the Stoic school, and was put under the harrows of system- 
mongers, still much of what we call philosophy consists in 
getting out of language what was originally put into it, and 
when we examine grammatical nomenclature we find reflexes of 
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national conception. But genitive and dative as mixed cases 
and very difficult problems I pass over. There is, however, a 
case, or case-function, if you choose, common to human speech, 
that holds in itself the Greek theory of the universe; and that is 
the accusative. The Greek grammarian calls the fourth case 
fj alnariK^ n-rSxTic. alria came to mean cause, whatever cause 
means. The word has a bad connotation. Language is pessi- 
mistic. We can not help that. The most common Greek 
demonstrative has a tone of reproach. There are more bad 
smells than good in the world. Object and object are one. So 
ahia means in the first line 'blame.' aiTta tXo/wVou, says Plato. 
alriairBai is 'to blame,' 'to accuse.' This alrla is the word from 
which Greek grammarians got the name atnartKi}. The Romans 
took the bad end of ahia, and translated alnariK^, accusativus — 
hopeless stupidity, from which grammar did not emerge until 
1836, when Trendelenburg showed that amarKt^ irruais means 
casus effectivus, or causativus. This gives us the Greek con- 
ception of the case, or at all events one Greek conception, and 
that is something. Linguistically, we may refuse to give the 
accusative this metaphysical definition, as the case of the object 
effected. The accusative is merely one pole, the other being the 
nominative, what we call the verb being the current between the 
two. But if we are to have a definition, we must admit that the 
characteristic construction of the case is that of the object effected. 
The object affected appears in Greek now as an accusative, now 
as a dative, now as a genitive. The object effected refuses to 
give its glory to another and the object affected can be subsumed 
under the object effected. To slay a man is to bring about 
manslaughter. Linguistically, it is a mere matter of apposition 
or attribution whether you call the accusative an inner or an 
outer object." Psychologically it is the object effected that 

' The term inner object has been used for many years by the makers of Latin 
and Greek grammars, but as it may not fit into the nomenclature of modern 
psychology, I subjoin a note from my Latin grammar (3d edition, § 329) : "The 
Accusative is the object reached by the verb. This object is either in apposi- 
tion to the result of the action of the verb, and then it is called the innner 
object, or object effected (e. g., strike a blow, strike a coin); or it is in 
attribution to the result of the action, and then it is said to be the outer 
object, or object affected (e. g., strike a man)." Compare also A. J. P. II 89: 
"When Byron says, 'I want a hero,' 'hero' would be called in grammatical 
parlance an outer object; but he says in the next breath, 'an uncommon want,' 
which is an inner object. There is no grammatical difference between the 
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dominates. And that is a matter of significance for the Greek 
conception of the world without. The consciousness of the 
not-me comes from the forthputting of energy, from the object 
created. The world is Wille and then Vorstelluug. The nomi- 
native is, as has just been said, one pole, the accusative the other. 
Only the personal has the nominative, only the personal has will. 
Neuters (non-personals) have no nominative, except by courtesy. 
■narrip and (i^riyp are nominatives. rUvov, 'the thing begotten,' is 
the result of the action of irar^p and fx^rijp (the TOKAi), and Wkvoc 
is an accusative, to begin with, o, 17 n-mr — there you have 
personality. 

The preference thus given to creative energy, to will, is shown 
very distinctly in another syntactical phenomenon. The infini- 
tive originally, as it seems, a dative, a for-which case, a case of 
sympathy, fell into the Malebolge of the deorganized. It became 
practically a neuter, an accusative neuter. As such it became 
the object — I hate the word — it became the resultant of verbs oi 
creation, verbs of will and endeavor. As such, it had its three 
tenses, present, aorist, perfect; or, as I should prefer to call them 
in order to avoid confusion with the indicative tenses, paratatic 
(durative), apobatic, syntelic (A. J. P. XXIII 106). The 
result is necessarily subsequent. There is no need of a future. 
And the negative is the negative of the will, ^^. Then came 
Vorstellung, then came verbs of saying and thinking, then came 
an alien negative, a negative that does not belong to the infinitive 
originally, the negative ov ; then came the future infinitive, never 
necessary when there was a shadow of will, when there was a 
hope, a promise. But there is a set of verbs that will not desert 
the old plane of will, the verbs of Belief, the verbs of Assevera- 
tion; and so through all the ages Belief has the negative appro- 
priate to will. The Oath that compels Belief has the negative 
appropriate to will. They allow the future infinitive, but they 
still have m^. The Grecian is shocked when Theokritos, Herondas, 
Babrius, treat an oath as if it were a simple 'say so.' The Greeks 
say as plainly as they can say, 'You are responsible for your 
belief as you are bound by your oath.' 

two expressions. The 'uncommon want' is a 'hero-want' so to speak. It 
seems better < therefore > to take the inner object as the fundamental 
meaning because this is the universal complement, which can not be said of 
the outer object ". The Accusative was recognized as the case of die reine 
Wirkung as long ago as 1S29 by Bernhardy, in his 'Griechische Syntax.' 
It was really a rediscovery. 
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If it were not for the Greek negative the consciousness of this 
will basis might have been lost. We owe much to the Geisi der 
stets verneint. And so the intrusion of one negative into the 
sphere of the other is an illuminating process. For ov, the 
proclitic negative — one can not deny the proclitic movement, 
however modern the nomenclature — oi, which I am fain to call 
the masculine negative, invaded the sphere of \ir\, invaded the 
realm of will. We find in the early language ov with the sub- 
junctive, a mood of will, ov with the optative, a mood of wish. 
But these were mere raids, they were not conquests. But the 
Vorstellung did win at one point, established itself on one 
Gibraltar, but not alone. The particle av introduced the notion 
of limitation. Pure will is free. Pure wish is free. The shadow 
of chance crossed will and wish. Will was sicklied o'er by 
thought, by calculation, but it never lost its negative of will by 
taking ax. But wish did. We have ovk Sv with the optative. 
This troubled wish becomes what the grammarians call potential. 
We are in the realm of Vorstellung, with its negative ov. In late 
Greek /uij began to oust ov in turn. 'Les races se fSminisent,' 
says Comte. 

Reverting to the infinitive, especially worthy of note is the 
behavior of what we call consecutive sentences. In our earlier 
record there is no mere consecutive relation in Greek, noth- 
ing but finality (A. J. P. VII 164). Language is teleological. 
The infinitive denotes purpose. There is no sequence but a 
designed sequence. A consequence involves a purpose some- 
where, a will somewhere. If not a purpose, it is a quasi-purpose. 
The quasi-purpose is introduced by a comparative particle 
(So-rc). We call such a sentence a consecutive sentence and 
distinguish between tendency and result, tendency with the infin- 
itive, result with the finite verb. We distinguish between the 
animus of the lawgiver and the tendency of the law. But the 
tendency is a will all the same. The constitution of things, we 
say; God's will, the supreme maker's will, said the old thinkers 
whose thought is crystallized in language. Tendency takes the 
negative of will, fwj; what I have called the feminine negative. 
' The lady doth protest too much, methinks.' Result takes the 
objective negative, the masculine negative, man resting satisfied 
with the fait accompli. Practically indistinguishable, some gram- 
marians have said; fundamentally distinguishable as Wille and 
Vorstellung. 
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One jotting more. Years and years ago I noticed for myself 
what was not then, even if it be now, a commonplace of Greek 
syntax, that the Greek from the earliest record known to us 
makes a sharp syntactical difference between actual perception 
and intellectual perception; what the German grammarians call 
sinnliche und geistige Wakrnekmung. Actual perception (sen- 
sation) takes the participle; intellectual perception proper, 
ideation, takes the finite construction on, and that is its favorite 
construction. True, intellectual perception may take the parti- 
ciple, but only in a figure. The future participle has to do with 
intellectual perception, naturally. The aorist participle is sel- 
dom used with verbs of actual perception, naturally. We see 
things in process (present participle), in a completed state 
(perfect participle), seldom flashing into existence, seldom at the 
moment of culmination (aorist participle) — the poet's eye oftener 
than the plain man's. Hearing, actual hearing, must have the 
present. The roll of thunder is not as the flash of lightning. 
The distinction is sharp. It is easily perceived. The schoolboy 
must learn it. But how did the language, how did those who 
used the language come to make it? Ask yourself the difference 
between 'I heard her sing' and 'I heard her singing.' Formulate 
the difference. It is much more subtle. The Germans can make 
nothing of it. Those who use the language for the most part do 
not try. In the Greek the problem is easier. The participle as 
an adjective adheres to the noun, not so closely as the adjective, 
but still adheres. It is the surface that you perceive. Intellectual 
perception detaches the skin, as I have called it, and makes it 
something apart, and the on that does this is not the outer object, 
as might seem at first. It is the inner object (A. J. P. XIV 374). 
Inner object again, result of action, result of will. Greek syntax 
is all in favor of will as the jJ/'iMJ. W^7/(? is first, then Vorstellung. 

Basil L. Gildersleeve. 

JoHHS Hopkins University. 



